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subsidies that must be reduced under WTO 
rules. 

If crop prices continue to fall, automati-
cally increasing government payments to 
farmers, the US could run up against the 
Dollar 19.1bn per year that is the maximum 
allowed under these restrictions. 

The administration and some critics in 
Congress have tried to fight back. 

Ann Veneman, agriculture secretary, said 
earlier this month the new farm bill would 
‘‘exacerbate overproduction and perpetuate 
low commodity prices’’, and would com-
promise US efforts to open new markets 
abroad. Pat Roberts, the Kansas senator who 
was the chief author of the 1996 farm reform, 
was blunter. 

He charged last week that the powerful 
farmers who will reap a windfall in new sub-
sidies ‘‘view the farm bill as an ATM ma-
chine’’, the American term for automatic 
cash dispensers. The administration and its 
outmanned supporters in Congress are hop-
ing to delay final passage of the bill until 
next year when the government will produce 
new budget numbers. Those figures, which 
will show the federal surplus vanishing as a 
result of recession, tax cuts and the war on 
terror, could create pressure to curb farm 
spending. 

The bloated farm bill legislation has in-
deed cast an embarrassing new light on rural 
America’s dependency on the federal govern-
ment. 

The Environmental Working Group, a non- 
profit organisation, last month posted on its 
website a comprehensive list of the subsidies 
received by more than 2.5m American farm-
ers. 

The data, obtained under US freedom of in-
formation laws, shows that a small number 
of large farmers gets the vast majority of 
federal payments. Just 1,290 farms have each 
received more than Dollars 1m in the past 
five years; Tyler Farms of Arkansas, which 
grows cotton, rice and soybeans, led the list 
at more than Dollars 23m. 

In addition, 11 Fortune 500 companies, in-
cluding Chevron and International Paper, 
also received farms subsidies. In contrast, 
the average farm in the bottom 80 per cent 
got just Dollars 5,830. 

The new bill would only increase that 
trend by linking payments firmly to produc-
tion, thereby rewarding the country’s largest 
farmers. 

Other agricultural exporting countries like 
Australia and many Latin American nations 
are dismayed by the direction of US farm 
policy. Warren Truss, Australia’s agriculture 
minister, said during a visit to Washington 
last week that the new bill would ‘‘entrench 
a mentality of farm subsidies in the US. 

‘‘It is obvious that the US which once 
proudly boasted it had the most efficient 
farmers in the world, has now degenerated to 
a situation where US farmers are dependent 
upon the taxpayers for around half their in-
come.’’ 

The European Union, however, has been 
noticeably quiet on the farm bill debate. As 
the world’s largest provider of agricultural 
subsidies—at least for the moment—the EU 
has the most to gain from a bill that will do 
much to erase any US claims to free market 
virtue. 

Said one EU agricultural official: ‘‘It has 
certainly taken the heat off us.’’ 
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FAITH-BASED INITIATIVE 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, unfor-
tunately, during this holiday season 
there has been a decline in charitable 
donations. In the land of plenty, having 
children going hungry during the holi-

day season is simply heartbreaking. 
But today too many charitable organi-
zations are facing new funding con-
straints and cutting back on items like 
food vouchers. Many of us in Congress 
have been interested in looking for 
ways to resolve these problems and 
strengthen the partnership between 
charities and the Federal Government. 

Senators LIEBERMAN and SANTORUM 
have been working throughout the year 
to develop just such a solution. 
Throughout their process they have 
consulted with my staff and the White 
House to ensure that the final product 
would be a consensus bill that would 
enjoy bipartisan support. I am pleased 
that the outlines to an agreement are 
now within reach. Had the Senate had 
more time, I would be very interested 
in seeing the package that has emerged 
introduced and debated by the full Sen-
ate. 

The Lieberman-Santorum package is 
comprised of two limited components: 
one, a tax and technical assistance sec-
tion; and two, a social services section 
that includes a title on equal treat-
ment for non-governmental providers, 
authorization for a capital compassion 
fund, a program on mentoring for chil-
dren of prisoners, and appropriations 
for funding Social Services Block 
Grants and Maternity Homes. 

I am pleased that Senators LIEBER-
MAN and SANTORUM were able to resolve 
most of the problems that caused many 
to oppose H.R. 7. Their compromise 
package eliminated privatization and 
the voucherization of federal social 
service programs, as well as preemp-
tion of state and local civil rights laws. 
Their package also remained silent on 
Federal funding of pervasively sec-
tarian organizations and expansion of 
the Title VII exemption. 

I also support many of the tax and 
spending provisions that have been pro-
posed. In particular, research shows 
that provisions like the IRA-rollovers 
and food and book donation provisions 
are effective in inducing new chari-
table giving. Additionally, increased 
funding for the Social Services Block 
Grant is an important provision to en-
sure that at long last we fulfill our 
commitment to providing adequate re-
sources for community programs. 

While much hard work has already 
been done on all sides to get a bill that 
can pass, some concerns remain with 
provisions of this package. Given the 
slowing economy and OMB Director 
Daniels’ statement that the budget will 
be in deficit this year and for several 
years to come, the Senate must be 
careful about any new tax and spending 
measures that are unpaid for. 

Therefore, while I strongly support 
increasing funding to charities, the 
changing economic outlook demands 
that fiscal responsibility be adhered to 
when enacting new tax cuts. As we 
move into the fiscal year 2003 budget 
cycle, I look forward to working with 
Senators LIEBERMAN and SANTORUM, as 
well as the White House, to identify 
workable offsets. 

It is my hope that the work that Sen-
ators LIEBERMAN and SANTORUM have 
done will not go to waste. I believe 
that next year we can build on the bi-
partisan process that Senators LIEBER-
MAN and SANTORUM have created to re-
solve these outstanding issues. Once we 
do that I am confident the Senate will 
be able to quickly move a consensus 
bill. Finally, let me applaud Senators 
LIEBERMAN and SANTORUM for their 
work and dedication to this important 
issue. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, as a 

former Chairman of the Senate Judici-
ary Committee, I would like to shed a 
bit of the light of history on the Com-
mittee’s record this year with regard 
to judicial nominations. The first year 
of an Administration is always dif-
ficult, with a new Administration set-
tling in and the need in the Senate to 
confirm a host of non-judicial officials 
to serve in that new Administration. 
As a result, the Senate’s duty to ‘‘ad-
vise and consent’’ in judicial nomina-
tions is all the more difficult to fulfill. 
I was privileged to serve as Chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee the last 
two times a new Administration came 
into the White House. In 1993, when 
President Clinton arrived, we worked 
hard and confirmed 28 judges that first 
year, with the White House and the 
Senate controlled by the same party. 
In 1989, when the first President Bush 
took office, with an opposing Senate, 
we managed only 15 judicial confirma-
tions in the first year. 

This year, the White House got a late 
start on its executive branch nominees, 
due to the election battle. For this and 
other reasons, no judges were con-
firmed while the Republicans held the 
Senate this year. Since June, when the 
Democrats took control of the Senate, 
the White House and the Senate have 
been controlled by different parties, 
normally a recipe for stagnation on ju-
dicial confirmations. Still, by the end 
of this year, if all goes as expected, we 
will have confirmed more judges—more 
than twice the number confirmed in 
1989, and even more than we accom-
plished in 1993, when the White House 
and the Senate were held by the same 
party. And as the guy who was running 
the Judiciary Committee in 1989 and 
1993, I can tell you that we were not 
sitting on our hands back then. And 
clearly the Committee has not been 
dawdling this year. 

Now, some people would come back 
and say ‘‘well, what about appeals 
courts? Appellate judges are far more 
important than district court judges.’’ 
As a matter of fact, we have confirmed 
more nominees to the appeals courts 
since June than were confirmed in all 
of 1993 or 1989. 

Some people will come back and say 
‘‘but Joe, you know what really mat-
ters is whether the number of vacan-
cies is growing or shrinking. Are we 
filling the slots?’’ That’s true—what 
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